REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Claims 1-17, 21-31, 33-39 and 41-46 are pending in the application. Claims 3-4, 
18-21, 32-33 and 40 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer, Claims 5-7, 31 
and 39 have been withdrawn, claims 1, 8, 14, 22-26, 28 and 34 have been amended, 
new claim 47 has been added. No new matter has been added. Reconsideration of the 
claims is respectfully requested. 

Applicants thank the Examiner for favorable consideration and allowance of 
Claims 36-39 and 41-45. 

In paragraph 3 on page 2 of the Office Action, claims 1-3, 14-17, 27, 28-30 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) as being anticipated by Brooks (US Patent No. 
1639162). 

With the exception of new claim 47, all presently pending claims are either 
allowed or have been made allowable by depending from an independent claim. 

New claim 47 presents a combination not found in the prior art. 

To anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every element of the claim. "A 
claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros, 
v. Union Oil Co. of California, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). "The identical 
invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." 
Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). Therefore, all 
claim elements, and their limitations, must be found in the prior art reference to maintain 
a rejection based on 35 U.S.C. §102. 

Three criteria must be met to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the 
prior art reference, or combination of references, must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. MPEP § 2142. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection since the prior 
art fails to disclose all the claim limitations and there would be no motivation to combine 
the references as proposed by the Examiner. 
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The Brooks reference has been asserted under sec. 102 and 103 against prior 
claims. This reference illustrates in all cases and embodiments, an impingement 
surface and deflection surface which intersect or are in direct contact (see figure 2,6 and 
7). The present claim calls for a gap , a deflection ridge which is neither impingement or 
deflection surface and which is highly significant in causing uniform distribution of fluids 
away from the nozzle. It is, after all, a critical function of any spray to provide uniform 
spray distribution and the Brooks reference is completely devoid of any disclosure of this 
concept. 

Claim 47 also includes much of the essential structure of claim 36 which has 
already been held to be allowable. 

In view of the amendments and reasons provided above, it is believed that all 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. Applicant respectfully requests favorable 
reconsideration and early allowance of all pending claims. 

If a telephone conference would be helpful in resolving any issues concerning this 
communication, please contact Applicant's attorney of record, Michael B. Lasky at (9^2) 
253-4106. 
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